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ABSTRACT
The ambience of public spaces in an urban environment is generated in part by
the character of the buildings which form the spaces. The concern here is that a
building's interface with the public domain contributes to the vitality or alive-
ness of public open spaces.
With the purpose of developing both conceptual and physical design criteria
for a building's interface with the public, three questions are addressed:
1. What generates the quality of aliveness in the built environment?
2. What is the role of the public/private interface?
3. How can this interface be designed to contribute to the aliveness of
the public domain?
The intuitive notion of aliveness is explored in Part 1. In Part 2, the con-
ceptual development and definition of "interface zone" is given. Finally, Part 3
presents a catalogue and commentary, primarily of modern buildings, which (poten-
tially) manifest the quality of aliveness. Emphasized is the manner in which
physical elements and spaces are designed to encourage the individual's contribu-
tion to, or impact on, the built environment experienced by the public. For the
purpose of comparison, and because of personal interest, Part 3 focuses on
buildings which partly or entirely comprise housing.
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Growing up in suburbia just
eight miles from downtown L.A., there
were a few things I learned at a very
early age. Downtown was for drunks,
"density" was a bad word, and "urban"
unheard of. The only benefit gained
from living in the greater metropol-
itan area was the cancellation of
physical education classes on smog-
alert days. So what good was the
city? If you were old enough, you
could borrow the car and cruise . . .
San Francisco was the first
place I visited that actually felt
comfortable, if not wonderful, to
take part in an urban environment at
a foot pace. The streets of Tele-
graph Hill were not just for cars,
but were wonderful worlds of gardens,
Victorian facades, and hand-built
fences affording numerous places to
stop and appreciate the care and the
hands that had shaped the street-
scape. Residents, past and present,
contributed something of themselves,
something that spoke of their char-
acter, even in their absence. Far
from the land of the smog-alert, yet
in a dense urban environment, the
streets of Telegraph Hill seemed to
be paths of aliveness.
My interest in the potential of
the urban world remained latent until
I arrived at M.I.T., where I began
working on architectural projects in-
volving urban sites. Through this 7
I
exposure at school, as well as through
subsequent travels in the Eastern
U.S. and abroad, "density" and "urban"
began to take on entirely new conno-
tations.
Urban open spaces in historic
sectors of European and American cities
had not been created primarily for the
automobile. ("Is that really possible?")
8 Buildings were generally compacted
around the street, embracing the ped-
estrian rather than standing back for
traffic. Building facades which
lined the streets and squares formed
a continuous but diverse containing
wall, and enriched the street exper-
ience. Somewhat akin to my San Fran-
cisco experience, I found European
streets also to be paths of aliveness.
This thesis is the extension of
design studio work begun last semester
at M.I.T. The European experience
was still fresh in my mind while d.e-
veloping a plan for about eight city
blocks. In the plan, pedestrian
movement and views through the site
(as well as vehicular access) gener-
ated the overall building-infill
scheme. The facades of the building-
infill were intended to contain and
define the public open space. Beyond
that, the design was to contribute to
the aliveness of the public domain.
The second goal was somewhat more dif-
ficult to tackle than the first, and
required a different scale of study
altogether.
Near the end of the semester the
streetscape study was yet unresolved.
Generating this thesis were questions
raised at the end of the studio:
1. What design criteria would one
develop to achieve the quality of
aliveness in public open spaces?
2. How does the facade relate to both
the public and private domains?
3. How can facades be designed to
enliven the public open spaces? The
first question generated an inquiry
to understand the intuitive notion
of aliveness. The second generated
an analytic exploration aimed at de-
fining, conceptually, the public/
private interface. The third question
generated a search and study of modern
buildings in which the interface man-
ifested aliveness. A catalogue and
commentary is made as a reference for
design. 2. 9
Observation and interpretation
serve as a point of departure for
understanding this intuitive notion
of aliveness. The streets of Medi-
terranean hill towns; of Dubrovnik
and Amsterdam; of Telegraph Hill all
possess the quality of aliveness.
What do these places, constructed in
different contexts and eras, have in
common? What generates their vitality?
Contemporary buildings, or streets in
modern developments rarely manifest
this quality. This observation gives
an important clue to understanding
how a built environment becomes alive.
Aliveness is manifested through indi-
viduals' direct involvement with the
shaping of a place over time.1
I1*
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To shape a placei is to:
build,
modify,
inhabit,
adjust,
or occupy it.
1.
This may explain why new
buildings lack aliveness;
they are simply too young.
In the search and cata-
logue of modern buildings
which possess the quality,
more often have I found
modern buildings which
could potentially develop
the quality over time.
'1
Everyone in a primitive society
participated in constructing the
dwellings and other buildings neces-
sary to meet their daily needs.2 Be-
cause there was a direct relationship
between hand and material, the build-
ings were imprinted with the alive-
ness of their creators. The primitive
set-tlements, as a collection of in-
dividuals' direct efforts, also mani-
fested this quality.
The pre-industrial vernacular
dwelling3 was also hand crafted,
though usually by a tradesman working
with the owner. (Everyone still knew
how to construct his own dwelling, but
tradesmen's skills were better.)
Dwellings, clustered in a village,
formed the public ways. To experi-
ence these public ways, one can sense
that they were made and re-made
through the direct efforts of those
who had lived there. Such a place
manifests the aliveness of its inhab-
itants, past and present.
The urban environment today de-
creasingly depends on the direct in-
volvement of individuals in its for-
mation. The built world is created
by teams of specialists, both spe-
cialized people and specialized ma-
chines. The machine has divorced hand
and material. Of the array of spe-
cialists involved in the complex pro-
cess of realizing a building, many
see the project only in the form of
paperwork on a desk. Seldom do the
future inhabitants of a building take
part in the process.
2.
3.
A general description of
the building processes of
both primitive and pre-
industrial vernacular
structures is given by
Amos Rapoport in House,
Form, and Culture, Pren-
tice-Hall Inc., Englewood
Cliffs, N.J., 1969, pp.
2-8.
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Nevertheless, individuals have
not ceased to be directly involved in
shaping their environments on a per-
sonal scale. Simply by moving furni-
ture into an apartment, one begins to
transform a unit into a home. By
hanging a sign and displaying a box
of apples one begins to carve a living
out of rental space. Or by moving in
a desk and some supplies, one makes
an office out of an anonymous room.
Yes, individuals still directly
take part in shaping a place for
14 S.
themselves, but instead of construct-
ing their own buildings, they gener-
ally occupy a space within a much
larger structure. They shape the
interior space to suit the needs of
their daily lives, and in doing so,
bring an anonymous space to life.
However, this modern version of
shaping a place typically does not
impact the city's public domain (un-
like the analogous efforts of pre-
industrial home-making). It's unfor-
tunate that modern buildings shroud
or belittle the individuals' place-
making efforts behind impersonal,
containerlike facades. In our public
spaces, we experience only what has
been made by specialists. The facades
don't belong to those who live behind
them as they did previously. They
always belong to those who design,
administer, and maintain them. It is
not through the work of specialists,
but through the lives and efforts of
citizens that a city can acquire an
aliveness of its own.4
Given the premise that public
spaces are enlivened through indivi-
duals' direct efforts to shape their
personal domains, the question arises:
HOW CAN A BUILDING'S INTERFACE
BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE BE DESIGNED
TO ENCOURAGE THE INDIVIDUAL'S CONTRI-
BUTION TO, OR IMPACT ON, THE BUILT
ENVIRONMENT EXPERIENCED BY THE PUBLIC?
Individuals would be most apt to
shape a place in which they spent
much of their time, such as a dwell-
ing or workplace. Buildings such as
auditoriums, museums, hotels, or rail-
way stations, accommodate large num-
bers of people for relatively short
periods of time. It is less likely
that an individual would take part in
shaping these places. 5
For the purpose of comparison,
and because of personal interest,
this thesis focuses on the shaping of
a dwelling place. But before pro-
ceeding, the role and extent of the
public/private interface must be clar-
Aliveness and Liveliness
If you have ever experienced a
modern city center on a Sunday
afternoon, you have exper-
ienced the urban version of a
ghost-town. The Monday-through-
Friday liveliness retreats to
outlying areas with the mass of
individuals who brought it. The
downtown crowd impacts the en-
vironment only by the liveli-
ness of their presence, not by
their involvement with its mak-
ing. Liveliness is not the gen-
erator of aliveness..
ified in order to provide a basis on
which the above question can be
addressed.
This may be somewhat in-
considerate of specialists
(which include bankers,
developers, engineers,
planners, architects,
draftsmen, secretaries,
etc.). Very seldom is a
designer able to instill
his or her own aliveness
into a building because
of either personal or ex-
ternal limitations. My
apologies to Gaudi and
others who have managed
to surmount these con-
straints and get it built
as well.
s.
For further information
concerning this notion
see the "Outline--Exten-
ded" of work presented
to the 1979 ILAUD Resi-
dential Course by the
M.I.T. Department of
Architecture, September
1979, p. 19, 20.
Conceptual Development of Public/Pri-
vate Interface
Rather than plunging di-
rectly into the defini-
tion, I thought it would
be helpful to trace the
development of the con-
cept as it originated in
previous studio work.
If you find the terminology
in this section vague,
please stand by; more com-
plete definitions follow.
The facade can be interpreted
as a containing surface of an open
space. This simple notion, however,
fails to accommodate a wide range of
issues. The facade acts not only as
a container of public space but also
serves as an interface between the
public domain and a private dwelling.
Moreover, it plays a role in regula-
ting the penetration of climatic
factors into the dwelling.
There are a variety of physical
elements (such as plants or fences),
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and the spaces which they create (set-
backs or yards) which participate
with the facade to define the inter-
face between public and private, and
to regulate climatic factors. These
participating physical elements and
spaces, in conjunction with the facade,
describe a three dimensional inter-
face zone.
Even this conceptual model is
only useful in a limited number of
building types: those in which the
public/private interface coincides
with the facade. But this is not al-
ways the case. For example, in a
building where dwellings are entered
from a semi-public courtyard located
adjacent to a street, the public/
private interface and street facade
do not coincide.
Couldn't a building have several
facades, public, private, front, back?
Possibly, but to me, "facade" connotes
a building's front or public face
(like our own). The word also has
historical and formal implications
regarding proportion, etc., which have
no bearing on the concepts addressed
here. Thus "facade" is not employed
in the definition of interface zone.
"Interface" is substituted because it
does not imply specific physical ele-
ments, but rather suggests the meeting
of two different domains.
Facade: the front of a
building usually given spe-
cial architectural treat-
ment (Webster's Seventh New
Collegiate Dictionary).
Interface: the place at
which independent systems
meet and act upon or com-
municate with each other.
(Webster's)
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Definition of INTERFACE ZONE
Territory: an indetermin-
ate geographical area.
(Webster's)
Mediate: to interpose be-
tween parties in order to
reconcile them.
Because the public/private in-
terface requires a three dimensional
territory, it should be considered a
zone. The interface zone is defined
in terms of the relationship between:
1. its function; 2. the territories
between which it functions; 3. the
physical elements and spaces which
perform the function.
The function of the interface
zone is twofold. First, it regulates
climatic factors which differ between
the outdoors and indoor spaces. Se-
cond, it functions as a mediator be-
tween the public domain and a privacy
by regulating factors of publicness.
The factors of climate and publicness
not only provide a point of departure
for defining the interface zone's
function, but are also the key ingre-
dients in defining other terminology
in this study.
Climatic Factors: 1. Sunlight, may
be direct or indirect; 2. Air move-
ment, considered ventilation or wind;
3. Precipitation, rain and snow; in
the city the concern is for its re-
moval, to maintain cleared access
routes and dry dwellings; 4. Tem-
perature, specifically, ambient air
temperature.
........
Factors of Publicness: 5. Access,
pedestrian movement, in public spaces,
and from public spaces to dwelling
entries; 6. Vision, the primary
consideration is for views from pub-
lic space into dwellings; 7. Sound,
the source is considered to be general
city noises generated outside the
dwelling.
(Note: It is difficult to elim-
inate entirely the penetration of
sound and temperature into a dwelling.
The concern for these two factors is
that their penetration be reduced,
not eliminated.)
~yr I
The Public Domain; a Privacy
For the purposes of this thesis,
the definition of the public domain
hinges on the factor of access, while
the definition of a privacy hinges on
the factors access, vision, and sound.
The public domain includes any
territory which is open to free ped-
7
estrian access , and is part of an
unconstrained, socially recognized
public path system. An open space in
which there is even a weak social con-
straint8 over its use (such as a sub-
urban front lawn or a front stoop),
is not part of the public domain.
Free pedestrian access may not
be limited by property ownership.
For example, Peabody Terrace has a
system of ground level walkways which
are owned privately (by Harvard Uni-
versity) but designed to allow un-
constrained public pedestrian access.
The walkways are considered part of
the public domain in spite of owner-
ship.
On the other hand, a privacy is
7.
8.
For a more complete dis-
cussion of "free access"
and "weak social con-
straint" see Stanford
Anderson's "Studies
Toward an Ecological
Model of the Urban Envi-
ronment" in On Streets,
S. Anderson ed., MIT
Press, 1978, p. 277-81.
9.
Ibid, p. 289.
a space which is part of "the physi-
cal and visual preserve of a single
9
household." It is any part of a
dwelling which is enclosable from
access, vision, and sound from with-
out. For example, a screened porch
which is neither visually nor aurally
private is not a privacy. The limi-
tation of access alone is not consi-
dered sufficient to maintain a pri-
vacy. Bedrooms and living rooms are
typically maintained as privacies.
Physical Elements and Spaces
The interface zone comprises both
physical elements and spaces. Physi-
cal elements, for example, may include
walls, fences, plants, screens, win-
dows or curtains. Spaces defined by
these elements, which constitute an
important part of the zone, may in-
clude setbacks, yards, lobbies, cor-
ridors or entry alcoves. These phys-
ical elements and spaces in combin-
ation, establish the ways in which
the interface zone regulates the
factors of climate and publicness.
1. The function of the interface zone
is to regulate the seven factors
of climate and publicness between
the public domain and a privacy.
2. Any physical elements and spaces
which participate in regulating
any of these seven factors de-
scribe the extent of the inter-
face zone.
This conceptual definition, in-
tentionally broad, is made in order
to understand the scope of the issue.
This thesis focuses on a segment of
this scope and leaves the complex
implications of the definition for
future study.
Definition of INTERFACE ZONE
Space: a limited extent
in three dimensions.
(Webster's)
Focus of Thesis
A building has many interfacial
layers which regulate factors of cli-
mate and publicness. For example,
because some factors such as vision,
sound or air movement may penetrate
entirely through a building to the
opposite side, there may be many
physical elements and spaces within
that regulate these factors. The
exterior enclosure is one layer of in-
terface; interior partition walls
serve as additional layers.
This thesis focuses on the phys-
ical elements and spaces directly
associated with a building's exterior
enclosure, because these are the ele-
ments and spaces that impact the ex-
perience in the public domain.
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It's not necessary that the
entire interface zone be
designed as a useable ter-
ritory, but each dwelling
should have at least some
useable space which is
neither fully public nor
private and neither fully
indoors nor outdoors.
11.
Of course the interface
zone's potential for use
may be inhibited by disa-
greeable external circum-
stances such as vehicular
traffic, extreme climatic
conditions, cultural habits,
management policies, or the
threat of crime. Leaving
aside these site-specific
problems, explored here are
ways in which physical form
is not a handicap added to
this list.
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How can a building's interface be-
tween public and private be designed to
encourage the individual's contribution
to, or impact on, the built environment
experienced by the public? The interface
zone should be part of the domain shaped
by the inhabitant. Its form should in-
vite the inhabitants to take part by
being designed as a three dimensional
usable territory which occurs between two
domains rather than as a divider which
severs them.10 A dwelling should include
inhabitable spaces both inside and out-
side the weather enclosure.
Why should the interface zone be de-
signed as a useable territory rather than
as a divider? First, it is a naturally
inviting area of a dwelling because it
has the unique potential for sharing
simultaneously the features of both the
public and private domains as well as
features of both the indoors and out-
11doors. The interface zone may attract
particular activities because of its
connection to the outside world. Like-
wise, the inhabitants' personal belong-
ings which occupy the interface zone may
benefit from external factors yet remain
secured from the public. Personal be-
longings which occupy the interface zone
become a display to both the public and
the inhabitants. The interface zone is
inviting to these uses only if it con-
tains spaces in which they may take place.
Secondly, the interface zone func-
tions as a regulator of the seven factors
U
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of climate and publicness. Weather con-
ditions as well as factors of publicness
vary throughout the day, week, and season.
As these external conditions vary, so
does an inhabitant's needs for privacy
and shelter. Moreover, different inhabi-
tants may have different needs or personal
preferences regarding the relationship
between their dwelling and the outside
world. Thus the interface zone should
incorporate physical elements and spaces
which establish a variety of relationships
between the dwelling and exterior factors.
It is difficult to establish this
richness within the confines of a single
planar enclosure. A variety of public/
private and indoor/outdoor relationships
may be established with fixed elements
(such as walls, railings, or fixed glaz-
ing). Endless variations in these rela-
tionships may be achieved by incorporating
operable or moveable elements12 which may
be adjusted by the inhabitants. Fixed
and operable elements may occur both in-
side and outside the building's weather
enclosure.1 3
12.
For a more complete defini-
tion of "operable" and
"movable" see "Outline -
Extended", op. cit. p. 19.
13.
Operable elements outside
the enclosure are more
energy efficient for con-
trolling climatic factors
than operable elements in-
side. It's best to control
sun, wind, or the tempera-
ture before they penetrate
the enclosure. Convention-
al interior curtains or
shades are useful as addi-
tional sheltering layers
in adverse climatic con-
ditions.
Physical elements which occur out-
side the enclosure, yet regulate factors
of publicness often create an intermediate
space which may be claimed by the inhabi-
tants. To the contrary, physical ele-
ments outside the enclosure which do not
regulate factors of publicness usually
fail to define an intermediate space
claimable by the inhabitants.
For example, in Barton Myers' project
in Toronto, the family dwellings which
occupy the ground level directly face a
public lane. The planters and small
level change between the public path, and
the dwellings successfully regulate vision
and access to the building, simultaneously
defining an intermediate-outdoor terri-
tory clearly within the inhabitant's
claim.
4 /
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As a counter example, the van Eyck
housing (pictured on page 34) has balcon-
ies which occur outside the building's
enclosure. Although public access is
regulated because these balconies occur
on upper levels, there has been no attempt
to control vision of the balconies from
the public domain. The balconies seem to
be claimed, visually, by the public, 
-2j
which discourages their inhabitation.
Thus, if any one of the factors of pub-
licness is unobstructed before it reaches
a building's enclosure, the inhabitants
will be less likely to shape the area
outside the enclosure.
Some site-related problems may indi-
cate that an enriched interface zone is
neither possible nor desirable. For ex-
ample, at Ralph Erskine's Byker housing,
where menacing traffic noise is generated
continually from an adjacent motorway,
the facade of the building which faces
the motorway is designed to be a contain-
er-like dividing wall. On the other
side, the quiet side, the interface was
sign not only made this site liveable but
also sheltered the rest of the community
from the menacing noise. (The entire
building acts as an interface between the
motorway and the community by regulating
sound). a FN
A building's interface zone must be
designed with careful regard for site-
specific problems. The examples presented
in this catalogue are intended to show
formal possibilities which allow the in-
terface zone to be a part of the domain
shaped by the inhabitants. But it is
ultimately the designers' responsibility
to decide how these forms may be appro-
priate for the design of a building in
a different context.
Through shaping the public/private
interface, inhabitants take part in
shaping a bit of the city, and contribute
developed to support activity. The de- to its aliveness.
U

enclosure opening
These diagrams show how physical
elements effect the factors of climate
and publicness, and clarify the ter-
minology employed in the catalogue.
1. Enclosure
2. 2A. Opening
3. 3A. Partial Enclosure
Transparency
4. Cpaque
5. Translucent
6. Transparent
7. Two-way
1. ENCLOSURE
An enclosure is any material through
which moisture or precipitation can
not penetrate.
2. OPENING
An opening is an iriter-
ruption, a hole in an
enclosure. It may admit
all factors, except
access which is regula-
ted by the size and loca-
tion of the hole.
Configurations
8. Closure
9. Exposure
L0. Partial Closure
11. Cover
12. Partial Cover
2A.
Operable glazing, if open
is considered an opening,
and when closed tightly
is considered part of the
enclosure.
transparency
III
4. OPAQUE
3. PARTIAL ENCLOSURE
6. TRANSPARENT
Regulation of elements depends on
size of openings in enclosure.
Window screens have many small open-
ings to permit air movement but not
access.
Blocks sunlight and
vision
Sunlight and vision
permitted.
-w|
5. TRANSLUCENT 7. TWO-WAY
3A. PARTIAL ENCLOSURE
Another variation showing openings of
various sizes. This diagram implies
access constraint.
Sunlight and vision
permitted but diffused
Reflects most sunlight
and vision from out-
side but permits vision
out from inside.
- - - - - -
,a<
0
partmdm I _.enclosure
r- __ I- i
49-<
configuration closure
I
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10. PARTIAL CLOSURE
The lower the structure, the less
closure it provides. Partial clo-
sure for an adult may be closure
for a child.
8. CLOSURE
Closure is a configura-
tion which defines a use
space. It suggests the
factors of climate and
publicness may be reg-
ulated.
9. EXPOSURE
This configuration
defines a space which is
generally more public in
nature because the space
is less protected from
factors of climate and
publicness.
661
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configuration: cover
12. PARTIAL COVER 9. EXPOSURE
Cover regulates factors from above:
sunlight and precititation. The more
steeply sloped the form (the greater
its vertical component) the more
potential it has to provide closure
also (eg. a tee-pee provides closure
and cover with one steeply sloping
form).
Open to factors of climate and
publicness.
ll.
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In this housing in Amsterdam, de-
signers A. van Eyck and T. Bosch have
created specific vertical zones of an
expanded interface, retaining a generally
flat building surface as suggested by the
context. Within these three-dimensional
vertical zones is the inhabitants' com-
plete range of choice for connection to
the factors of climate and publicness.
Outside the enclosure, balcony offers
conditions of closure and exposure.
Balconies invite use because they are
sized large enough for a table and chairs
and they are not overly exposed to vision
from the public domain.
32 0 + 5
The vertical bars of the open rail give
no visual privacy yet invite inhabitants
to weave fabric between them if privacy
is desired.
Inside the enclosure, operable curtains
allow this area to have closure or exposure.
Depending on the position of the cur-
tains, this area may relate to the
outside directly or through the bal-
cony.
Projecting balconies allow for views
up and down the street.
o b 0 4 -
This project also by van Eyck and
Bosch fails to establish the wide range
of relationships between inside and out-
side seen in the vertical zones of the
previous example. Except at the corner
unit, each window blankly faces the street.
The projecting balconies provide no clo-
sure, no place to be protected from public
view.
0 + 8
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Balconies are too small and too exposed
for activity and also seem too insecure
to be occupied by personal belongings.
The operable elements, the doors begin to
extend the balcony into the dwelling, de-
fining an intermediate space.
The fixed vertical elements in this
housing in Barcelona create a rather uni-
form three dimensional zone which, be-
cause of its depth, is effective in regu-
lating vision and sunlight. The vertical
elements also create a series of small,
protected balconies about four feet wide.
(Information extrapolated from ground
floor plan; unfortunately, no unit plans
are available, thus line of enclosure is
unknown). 35
In Florence is another modern varia-
tion of the thick wall interface, though
here, the three dimensional territory is
defined by alternating bays and balconies.
Unfortunately, the tight dimensions of the
bays and balconies discourage activity (a
pair of doors at the balcony would ease
this a bit).
J1
0 8
Precedence for the previous Barcelona
entry is found in this 19th-century hous-
ing in Madrid. The 3-foot thick facade
serves to regulate sunlight and vision.
At openings in the wall, the thickness
defines an area which is neither fully
private nor public. The small projecting
balcony gives the inhabitant the option
for a bit more exposure to the factors of
climate and publicness, a feature missing
in the previous Barcelona entry. The
manipulation of operable elements can
completely change the configuration of
spaces.
On the other hand the variety of
operable elements, both outside and inside
the enclosure, indicates to the public the
inhabitant's preferences for their rela-
tionship to the factors outside. However,
these operable elements in their various
positions define spaces which are no dif-
. ferent than those defined by the fixed
elements.
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Operable Elements
tside the Enclosure
Operable elements allow inhabitants
to vary their relationship to the factors
of climate and publicness. To the public
they are physical indicators of inhab-
itants' needs or personal preferences.
Over time the varying positions of these
38 elements indicate the rhythms and cycles
of weather and cultural habits.
Elements which project out from a
building's surface protect An opening
from sun or rain while permitting venti-
lation. Moreover, projecting elements
have a greater visual impact to the pub-
lic than an element which remains gener-
ally flush with the building's surface.
Projecting elements also define a small
inbetween space at an opening in the en-
closure.
Sliding shutters (opposite) provide
a more limited range of relationships
between the interior and the external
factors, and have less visual impact to
the public than projecting shutters. In
various positions, they also fail to de-
fine a space at the opening.
MTV'
The differing positions of operable
elements (awnings and shutters) and move-
able elements (planters) bring this
otherwise mundane building to life. They
also effectively regulate vision and
western sun. The intermediate space
created by the combination of operable
and fixed elements is large enough to in-
vite activity. The inhabitants can
choose from configurations of cover, clo-
sure or exposure.
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In the previous entry (opposite) planters
and foliage screen vision from the bal-
conies and privacies beyond. In this
building, fixed opaque panels on
the rails serve the same purpose. But
because the plants require more careful
maintenance, they indicate inhabitants'
care or neglect (or choice not to grow View at
plants at all).
The opaque panels occur where the
balcony expands to a more generous, use-
able dimension.
To perceive aliveness one must be
close enough to distinguish the individu-
al's contribution. Apartments on the
first few floors have a greater potential
to impact the character of the open
spaces than apartments which are up six
stories or more.
f~I~L.bb L4tu
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Balconies as a storage place indicate
42 something about the inhabitant within.
The apartments on the first few levels
at Peabody Terrace have a built in pri-
vacy problem which discourages inhabita-
tion of the interface zone. Both win-
dows and balcony rails are transparent to
the floor slab. Inhabitants have no
choice but to close the curtains (they
did when I snapped photos) or place
moveable objects behind the netted rail-
ing. The operable louvers don't allevi-
ate this visibility problem.
4- This section is designed to regulate
western sunlight and to provide for views
downward from in the apartments in the
high rise buildings. It fails to address
the privacy problem at lower levels.
The operable elements encroach on valu-
able balcony space.
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The choice to retract or remove the lou-
vers completely is not available, so the
balconies are permanently caged. Caged
balconies confine use
Because the louvers appear as endless
repetitive elements on the facade, they
become more of an architectural pattern
than an indicator of inhabitants' choice.
At Peabody Terrace the issue of
management is a major deterring factor
to the shaping of the public/private in-
terface. If only the inhabitants could .
paint the louvers different colors or
make greenhouses of the windblown balco-
nies. Likewise because it is student
housing, the transient inhabitants are
less likely to take the time to make
changes.
Ventilation occurs through opaque oper-
able panels. All glazing is fixed ex-
cept for the glazed balcony doors.
IIThe configuration of fixed elements in
te bedrooms creates spaces which divide
~IH the privacy from the outside.
The built-in desk consumes the only space
I where a connection to the outside is
44 possible.
Two curtain tracks are provided, one at
the window, and the other about 2-1/2
feet inside. This choice impacts the
exterior appearance only in a minor way.
The curtain tracks are often used as
plant hangers and the awkward inbetween
space becomes a display case, while reg-
ulating vision too (see page 23).
When regulation of the factors of
climate and publicness occurs entirely
inside the building's enclosure, or
when undifferentiated physical elements
and spaces are repeated endlessly, the
resulting design subordinates the indi-
vidual's impact (Harbor Towers).
The development of the interface zone is
questionable in high rise buildings con-
sidering the accellerated wind conditions
they create.
This turn of the century building in Paris
contains a wide range of interface condi-
tions within one (luxurious) apartment.
The inhabitant can modify his relation-
ship to the external factors by choosing
from a variety of fixed configurations or
by manipulating the various operable
elements.
The configuration of the plan provides
the balconies with closure which may be
desirable in a dense urban setting.
Balconies which are too exposed inhibit
use (see p. 34).
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Viewed from the public domain the variety
of types and positions of the operable
elements adds life to the streetscape.
A Compare this to similar urban buildings
on the following two pages.
4u7j,
These two examples, both located in dense
urban areas, illustrate how a building's
public/private interface varies from
street level to the roof. The building
by Henri Sauvage (this page) is occupied
on the lower levels by offices and on
the upper levels by residences. The top
two levels are stepped back to create
balconies exposed to the sky. Because of
their height above the street the balco-
nies do not have problems of visual
privacy. Exposure to sun may be enjoyed
in privacy.
Although these two buildings may support
some active use or inhabitation at the
public/private interface, they have
failed to invite more permanent modifi-
cations by inhabitants (an issue raised
later).
In Casa Batllo by Gaudi, the public/
private interface is developed primarily
where visual and verbal connection to the
street is possible: at the first few
floors. The partial enclosure at the
lower level balconies secures these
intermediate spaces and invites use. At
the upper levels, where connection to
street activity becomes difficult, the
balconies are smaller and more exposed,
not inviting to sustained use.
The aliveness in the works of Gaudi is
rooted in his own skill, sensitivity, and
feeling echoed masterfully in the physical
form. Unfortunately such buildings with
an aliveness of their own are seldom
constructed today due to trends in styles
and economic constraints.
In some instances, the designer may find
it inappropriate or undesirable to archi-
tecturally develop a 3-dimensional inter-
face with the street. Two circumstances
exemplified in the housing shown here
bear out this notion (other circumstances
are listed on page 22): 1. the architect's
desire to model the design on the existing
context, and 2. the orientation of build-
ings on the site.
The south side of this building (see
photo) is designed to permit a varied
connection between the dwelling and the
semi-public walkway it faces. It has a
greenhouse at ground level and more bal-
conies at upper levels than occur on the
north side.
Street view of north elevation. Or i
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Interior view at 37
ground-level greenhouse.
View of south side.
North elevation. Pac*Ae ctrves 51
This configuration and placement of
windows in the living area is designed to
admit sunlight without sacrificing either
the inhabitants' visual privacy or formal
reference to the existing context.
36 Access to upper level dwellings occurs
from a common walkway at the rear.
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The 3-dimensional interface zone of these
rowhouses invites inhabitation because
each dwelling has a variety of use spaces
between the privacy and the public street
and square.
Each dwelling has a rather exposed canti-
levered balcony (at +10') which serves as
a use space and provides cover for the
entry. Other balconies providing more
closure are located as shown.
The top balcony at unit type A is best
dimensioned.to support activity.
Depending on the way operable elements
are manipulated inhabitants may have
direct visual connection to the outside
or a less direct connection through the
balcony.
The "door in the facade" and the rail
serve as a combination window and balcony.
When the glazed door is open the interior
area by the opening becomes a small bal-
cony. When closed, the transparent door
becomes a window.
Lit A
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At the ground level the interface zone
might involve the presence of a space
between the public domain and a privacy.
In this example, a level change and plant-
ers regulate public access and vision of
these intermediate spaces and encourage
inhabitants to claim and shape them.
(This project is further illustrated on
pages 24 and 25.)
Although the intermediate space belongs
to two families, the territory to be
claimed by each is not clearly defined.
The two areas are implicitly differentiated
by the path of access to the front doors.
0 +8
Where the site does not permit such gen-
erous intermediate spaces, the designer has
maintained the planters as a privacy buffer
between the public pedestrian lane and the
privacy. The inhabitants can choose to
maintain the foliage as densly as they wish
as an additional way to regulate vision.
Suggested plan at upper level.
The balcony at the upper level is acces-
sible by inhabitants only through one of
the bedrooms. The balcony may be more
inviting to use if both bedrooms had access
to it, each as an alternative to the other.
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Access to the apartment at the Byker hous-
ing occurs from the continuous balconies
every third floor. Because these access
ways are semi-public, inhabitants would not
be likely to shape them to suit their
individual needs.
(Further information and illustrations of
this project are found on pages 26 and 27.)
0 1i.5
The balcony would be better accessible if
the inhabitant did not have to intrude
upon the privacy of one particular bedroom
to reach it. (The same problem is seen in
the previous example.)
The curtains are drawn closed along these
access ways (see photograph) indicating a
problem of vision from them into the
privacies. This problem could be resolved
by substituting translucent glass in the
lower part of the window up to eye level
maintaining clear glass above. Combined
with a small level change, this measure
can solve the vision problem without
sacrificing desirable southern sunlight,
nor evoking the response to close curtains.

This student housing designed by Lucien
Kroll is constructed so that each student
can choose the enclosure panels for his
or her own room. The students who ori-
ginally occupied the rooms made their
selections (shown in the photographs).
Because of the effort required to ex-
change these panels for different ones,
each new student would not be apt to
exercise that choice. Moreover, if one
did exercise that choice, the individual's
efforts would blend in as part of the
patchwork and fail to manifest the indi-
vidual's shaping of his or her own place.
In spite of the incredible array of
operable doors and windows occurring in
this facade, the impact of their varied
degrees of openness is virtually elimi-
nated by the complexity of the overall
patchwork. In the simpler part of the
facade (the "fascist" section) the impact
of the individual is much more obvious.
Each operable window in that section is
the middle panel of nine which forms the
enclosure for one room. If the inhab-
itant opens the window, their room is
strikingly identifiable in contrast to
the stark facade. However, in cold
weather when all the windows are closed,
the facade takes on the quality of the
typical container-like modern image.
Each student living in the fascist section
has few choices to manipulate operable
elements to tune his or her relationship
to climatic factors.
The balconies in Kroll's medical students'
housing generally provide little closure
and cover. They are somewhat unprotected,
cliff-like places to be. (See also photos
on previous page.)
The balconies which have greater closure
and deeper dimensions (shown in enlarged
plan) have greater potential to support
62 inhabitation. 4.
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The tub-like projections at these bal-
conies and the stepped facade together
form secure balconies (rather than the
cliff-like places seen in the student
housing). The configuration also regu-
lates vision from the street below.
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The architect can invite inhabitants
to take part by creating a privacy prob-
lem yet suggesting several easy ways the
inhabitants may surmount it through their
own efforts.
0 4 8
Because the mass of this housing is con-
cave, each balcony is in clear view of
the others, particularly those which occur
at the same level. Thus vision from
fellow inhabitants as well as from the
public must be regulated. The cage-like
fixed metal structures at the balconies
clearly neglect this problem. However,
the structures begin to suggest that the
inhabitants themselves add elements to
suit their own needs.
Inhabitants have woven fabric through the
metal bars of the railings. (This is
less easily accomplished in the metal
netted rail found at Peabody Terrace.)
Moveable elements may also be fixed to
the vertical metal bars though these ele-
ments could be much more suggestive.
(This building is part of a much larger
project in Cologne, Germany by Gottfried
Bohm.) 67
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Even though the physical form of the
housing suggests that inhabitants might.
add to it, the materials make this dif- 7
ficult. Also, there are no poles or
beams to which inhabitants could afix
sun shades, privacy screens, etc.
Because the configuration of the plan
does not create problems of visual pri-
vacy, inhabitants may find there is no ___,
need to add devices to maintain privacy,
and the building will continue to appear
as the architect designed it. 69
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The physical form gives one kind of
choice to the inhabitants: to grow or
not to grow plants in the abundant plant-
ers provided.
O 4- 8
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Unlike the previous example, the frame-
work built outside the enclosure here is
designed specifically to give the inhab-
itants a place to attach objects or
occupy with personal belongings. And
it's much less costly than building a
balcony.
One should not overlook the potential of
paint to enliven an otherwise repetitive,
mundane facade.
In modern housing it is usually the man-
agement which controls paint application.
However, it may be possible that the
original design incorporate a good deal
of variation in color, suggesting that
the management have less rigid rules.
xe,
This project in Munich has a rich and
inviting interface zone. The physical
form seems somewhat incomplete, which
invites inhabitants to improvise.,. 73
Both the enclosure and framework are
made of prefabricated parts. The struc-
tural framework, which extends out
beyond the enclosure in many places may
suggest rather permanent additions. The
lighter weight metal piping may invite
seasonal additions: canvas sun shades
in summer, etc.
""""_ "_ 
_-
Ir
171Off~I"
____I, i
mom==m

Those dwellings which do not have an out-
door space at ground level have a gener-
ously sized roof terrace, which could
become an additional enclosed room.
r-
A portion of Le Corbusier's housing
scheme at Pessac included similar, yet
more uniform roof terraces.
Herman Hertzberger's experimental housing
at Delft is consciously designed to
invite the inhabitants to take part in
shaping their own place. It has both
built-in formal ambiguities, and formal
cues for inhabitants to resolve the
ambiguities in their own ways.
Circled areas indicate inhabitants'
own efforts.
-~
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At entry and parking level paving stones
were laid without mortar. Slowly, inhab-
itants removed them where they were un-
necessary and replaced them with plant-
ers (above).
The enclosure panels are exchangeable.-j
Some inhabitants have located opaque
panels where others have chosen trans-
parent ones. (Colored and translucent
panels should be on the list of choices
also.)
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Living and sleeping areas are not clear-
ly defined by the architect so the in-
habitants must also take part in design-
ing their own living space.
Metal piping serves as framework for
canvas screen.
One family has chosen to enclose the
balcony (at +4') to make a room, creat-
ing a new balcony above (at +13').
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The balcony (at +4') and the roof deck
(at +18') are shared by two families.
Marking the claim of each family is a
- single course of concrete blocks. The
two families must come to an agreement
as to the kind of separation they
should build, if any, and construct
it themselves.
82
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The next question which arises is:
how might one make use of the catalogue
as a reference for design? I have inten-
tionally refrained from making sweeping
statements or specific guidelines for
design because such generalizations are
often misleading when presented outside
a particular context. The graphic matter
and commentary should speak for them-
selves.
The catalogue presents a variety of
physical elements which are not intended
to be extracted and re-employed as is,
but modified or combined in different ways
84 to solve site-specific problems. Consid-
ering the quality of aliveness as a de-
sign objective, the ultimate evaluation
of the resulting design could only take
place after years of inhabitation.
The concept of the "interface zone"
is still at rudimentary levels of devel-
opment. The next step is to gain an un-
derstanding of the concept with respect
to a specific context. Typologies of in-
terfaces could be determined based on a
categorization of the physical elements
and spaces which regulate the factors of
climate and publicness.
Further observation and cataloguing
would also be a valuable exercise. There
I.-..
is more to be learned through making a
catalogue than from referring back to it.
By drawing and documenting built form,
the image becomes etched in the mind.
Through critical observation based on
personal values the image is interpreted
and becomes meaningful.
In this thesis I have had the oppor-
tunity to develop my own values concern-
ing the individual's impact on the public
domain. The struggle to understand the
intuitive notion of aliveness has been
as fruitful as the search for buildings
which possess the quality, if not more.
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